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initial auuuuL-w ii. Ci A cwU-uic, it-i / ya. 
iitaction wau, tola. 

inoerpiny viin i-.cC (rice ; tneory; a nut; nusm re*.cticn.) 

iicijo over WecACnu; Kent ultxtuce. 

KOiiier interview: uctcu aa n dun' t a»iuv. 

iumej: our nasa strategic tcrixtery, io:. a s<-ioro misxixes uut 
there; in Cubn, o0 «ai.ing, iret oi "eur" territory (wnut 
tnfcj Ufa.a createu Cuit, v.uiitL cjw-xe ol 
uuos, etc.) 

/. rtt oliuUfc to licWG Ol li-2o' s; 1 
1 C* S b ^ 1 L II cJL 1 CX 0 t>’ C t C C • 

O. SKIH actwa-Liy aratoc last w e a in Au fe (sure SA..S there). 

2X r.Co rejectee Cuban u rOup Snia, brought in HE to o.nsiaer 
iiiUarj buildup, pessiuixity oi -ismes. 

^ • i'»Ca VI’j;, ^Ut oSu ^ 

lo. inooxies oi Sov calculation: I) now accepting oi^ nsn;nenam 
2) lmuureatiu.ati.. u ri~n; p) Hyim-a; desperation, severexy pressed 
bj »h.cq lor improvement (last cna-.ce), led to wisniul underestimation 
oi nsr.; 4; (u.yV) nsn not unuerestimateu; out oauiy playea by K, 
j^oou circums tancts lor US, t,ooa playing uy US; 


t» ci r ii y c* ci w li u, x xi wx tr i 

th*.t SU was "tcoun, 


*u 9 


la. Estimates playeu email role; discredited; wormed mai.-ly lor McC, 
uiui. t mixuei.ee r.im macn; pres rexied on nOn-intell auvisors ana wcC 
lor ^reuictions, uiun t look to Estimates lor prediction, analysis. 


j- 2. i-.cC desire to oomb, hava (ea^le); out, prediction (early) of 
sti 0 i: o ou rtaction (uomo Tnule> (H-rlin, SEAsia, Tourney, Irai.) to 
a ttacn, especiaxiy n any hussian soldieis killed; tnou^nt gov snould 
prepare. 

io* k interview vitn Gandni; fane mooixix tion, deployment, alert, 
questionWwetner war would nave followed. 

14. no ques ion put to CKE on effect of action/preparation/uitimatum 
( ti.oo^n nxoto KCC, early, on ultimatum—instead of blocmaae; tnou^nt 
t..is woulu only leaa to counterpressure oy SUQ>. ho tendency to 
initiate i.en an estimate. If asmed, would prouaoly not nave believed 
in uriilxantly efiective style ol handling. 


Ip. Sovs surprised (Zorin reaction; failure to neage at all, e. 
to liistnix SAnS buiore lcutii.^ us see missiles). Eliectiveness 
our secrecy; due to what? Very oaa "crisis management" oy Sovs. 
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Process; 


special group in OKE; worm on estimates; work for nco; 


1/. process of producing, S 
emit; coiisiaerea o,. hoard; 

Cuuni F6 oi'tctli ll V tS ( ^ • • J 


lE, nIE (proposal accepted b„, Kent; 
Hoard memoer cnairm c .n oi est, in ten 
SOi.i.) aid solicited, coniere..ce; USIn 


vi tn 


XO. Question OI asming,, xn SnIE: 1) x>ut suouo 

;ttac V ° Ul ? - _ 

tnreats, deployment, etc; should nave'h SJl ° UXa aavC ai ‘ 11 

_“ _ ec ^ fcG i ' ,orfc a o&ihSt pOSulc il h,o 


lor mi to 0 et away 










jonu Wnitaan: 

1. Jr'iocoss: C..K, OSln ; amount 01 cooraiiiotioii; role ol'iCi. 

2. Unprecedented: nos tow panel» assi u nmen t of V.'nitman, snarp split 
uet..t-fcxi G jjCi ui,u UnL (roles of Karris, KitcncocK; Tidwell?) 

2. Issues on Sail: livelihood of Sov mixi tary response; relative 
liAfciinooa of stroi-o response tc invasion, limited military attaev. 

4. Peeing uy 22 Oct on lively Sov response to limited, controlled 
US response. reaction to olocKaue proposal. 

b* V.. reaction to news (tol^, "KCC war njit" ) ; prior commitment to 
position because oi iicS prouu of Kent, 
o. rear of eilect on nCo/OKK. 

7. sc io analysts 0 et timely, vomprenensxve info on private, verbal 
messages to Su? £uicmt vnowauout P-S). Lo tney asm, what tacit 
info is our vnole posture and pattern oi benavior and statements 
aiica*a w opponent's expectations? 

o. 
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the roles of the photos in: 


1. ’..hat vac the relative ircportonco 

a) Convincing intelligence .analysts? 

b) Convi.ic hag top r'rosiJential advisors? 

c) Convincing the President? 

a) Catch in.’ the attention of advisors, President? 

e) bar Dior, supporting negative beliefs as to missiles? 

f) Establichinj* the relative credibility of v.arious informants? 

g) Establishing the need for further infoxauation? 

h) Convincing Congress; the press; the public; allies; Soviets; U.. : . 

(bote problem: earlier unsuitability of photographic evidence to 
these critics that missiles were not there; as in missile Gap crisis. 


convx nee 


(..o 






.annra 


s attempt o use photos in this role, after all, to show 


thnt missiles had left; but note the costs of such comprehensive revelations, 
and limited positive effects). 

2. l-hotos, as information available to a limited group rad not outside, 
create a *‘d.ntn differential" between that group and others LncluJin; not 
only the public but the staff of the "elite." This nay be fcflcctcd in a 
systematic difference of opinion (c.g., if "outside" group has access to, 
or is leaked, a part of the inforv.aiion available to elite, c.g., collateral 
reports or corrftsponding journalistic sources: Keating), '.here "elite" is 
unable to reveal that it has additional information, or what it is. Thus, 

observers as revealing simply 


to 


the if fore:.co appears to the critic t. 
a difference in interpretation of the same data, revealing in turn a difference 
in preconceptions or goals. The photos (or other elite sources ) nay either 
r.c ;atc the o.ner evidence—as prior to Aug. 29, 62 (or in durinj 1953-60)—or 
su ; a-st a different interpretation—as between Aug 2y and Oct llx (G/i.s)—or 
reinforce the other evidence—as alter Oct lU. In the first case, the Administr 
-..’ill seen lethargic, inattentive, wishfully negligent, or bound by the inertia 
of preceonceptior.s, etc—particularly to those who do have access to ::n opposing 
data and thus have a claim to be recognized by nublie as "informed experts" 


(note legacy of Gaither Committee, particularly z„ .uring 1953-60; general 

Jongressional critics and non-profit "experts"). There is, in fact. 


position of Cc 

often enough a basis for this charge, and it isuifficult for the public to 
distinguish those cases in which this is not .so (especially because security 
relating to the special information is often kept unusually well). 

In latter two casts 
case; but if it does not 


, Gov may be tempted to release photost to support its 
, it can now appear reckless, wishful, too ready to 


gu.ip to conclusions on insubstantial evidence; fears as ±±x to its probable 
future "false alarm rate" nay arise, and precautionary measures taker, by 
Allies and opponents. 

To 


■warn 


the source of its special i nfox’iuat! on, elite may even bo foretd 


to take actions counter-indicating their possession of it. (This may arise 
when the data-differuntial refers to the existence of do tailed plans or 
covert objectives, i.ote »>ixon dilemma when JFK proposed aiding invasion of Cuba; 
ko iileiiL'iia when Stevenson proposed stooping tests? 
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iJiffcrcr.t of nc./VcLvc an 

D1 r. •. ;u i d*i c • j t • • t o n pholos uh r:t • '• •_, 
defir.iU.l; ^-.ru -w. xc 

specll‘ic re:*orIn—and p.notor 
point in v: 1 ; 


^ • 


2. 


’..ositive results from p:ictos. 

2 c evidence—as when pr.ox.oc s. o..’ 

,“ 0; r _ nnrlicular cite, contrary to 
th-'r 1 to'cor ..iiv. 3f other evidence or to 

‘ ,hon pnoto:”aITJtl to show tint mis silos were 


t ii; C-. . — • * •*- - , . . ) • „ 4 . • . r, 

bo in ■; die:-..or. tied, or sh°-.;ou conilicx.:^; ^ nhotos> or even failure 

to coSi" ^revideS;, ^Se^rf cir^sta ces 

lavoIs of analysis, or more woijftw than it snouxu b , 

in which tais occurs? r nc .- ate some specific hypothesis of interest, 

-ven v.hcre the pho.o. ™ or broader hypotheses, almost as 

Ho cupport) * 

v x _V* *u n o^rlier discredited hypotheses will be motivated to 

d° P ! D ?"t^ch alteratives: less hurt by this specific evidence, .and perhaps 
i ... ~ „ ^ or ., 0 f tost. This motivation may discredit the 

scarch - ^oralion; yet*the hypotheses it turns up may be worthy of consideration. 

2 t . should the Administration have been as couiidcnt a., it ..ao (.) 

-.o., ~) jno „ nrjor to May. I960? Ifhat does Cuba affair 

in tie aue.auap'* ox e-2 coverage prior vo ..ay, 


/ 

+ obout this? How about MRKl/IiiBMs? 

b) How nuch confidence can be placed in photo eviuence tnat all 

r.\iasiles v. t <j ro r c;-ioved from uuba l 


r>„ +hen3 he iihard" evidence of a negative nature, except, as r.-latir^ to a 
V V y bjecific hypothesis? Are photos that fail to show certain pnenonena 
treated as bein’ as "hard" as if they distinctly showed other phenomena/ 
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• *oy: Lv.pi'iin that 'iiiaailuc v;uro oivv; imported clande atiiiely, but not constructed 
cov^r tly? 

2 :i ow ;c(j s installation and ope rat: or: cf Lw*s in Cuba compare v;ith practice 
e loo where wivjn SAKs hav c been deployed? Kith Soviet practice? 

Have they ever activated SAKS piecemeal? 

3. Vihui Has Sept. 10 flight cancelled because of Chinat shootdown? 

I;. hat if Au,'. 30 and Sept 3 U-2 incidents had occurred prior to Aug. 2.')' 

a) Would SAiS have been discovered so early? 

b) In absence of j-lijits, might collateral reports have caused ore concern? 
e.g., in absence of ovidence on UAWs, suj.;esting alternative explanation? 

5. Is absence of recon, because of incidents or weather, reflected in 
planning or declaratory activity? (Or arc planning activities geared to the 
expectation that recon will continue or proceed soon, with no adjustment for 
unexpected delays?) 

6. Is there a tendency to react to information-flow as if it, closely 
corresponded to flow of events being observed? is..:., to react to sudden exposure 
to data as if external events had moved rapidly (c.g., increase of info on 
I'.is.-ixcs between 16 and lo Oct aaexxz Dccause of increase in coverage; tendency 

to treat as if revealing crash activity? Sudden increases in identification 
of activities not previously covered or recognized; does this create crisis 
atmosphere? e.g., SA-2s after 29 Aug.; SA-2s in bast Jo many and 61)) 

Or docs lack of newly confirming evidence create atmosphere that "nothing 
n_'.-. T is happening," even though lack may reilect aosence of recon for w’eather 
°r other reasons. Or, "something may be happening but there is no ‘hard 1 

c viuence of it." f-.g., Aomin statements about missiles in period 5 Sept_ll; Oct* 

or intell. statements about dismantling, 30 0ct--2. I\iov. 

su 


7. Whp knew of emergence of SA/I system on 26-27 Oct in US? H 0 w was it 
interpreted, at the ti.ie? Who analysed it for ExConun? 

6. how slight this have been related to shootdown of U-2 on 27 Oct? When 
in A'oat sequence, did news of this come in? How was it interpreted, in various 
stages, by var ous people? 

/. •••i-;t e /jounce is there that SU considered concealment from hi h-ait 

photography possible ? 

K.. Is ih.erc reason to believe that missiles uid not come on ship prior 
to mid-huot? - 


"“• “ n ■“ °^h<,r bov operations can Inis deployment be compared? What 

“U a* i r’ r ” ; ‘ c :':i G ’ •- lari tier: c. :., in secrecy, concurrency, site 
prcx.iret an, security, timing, manning? Hew much intelligence did we 

get cut oi it. ..as this foreseeable y Sovs? (Was this reason for predict':. - 
sovs wauion’s put base nere?; ° 


















Southard: 21 April 


Fomin told Sculi, Sut uuh.iui, (2/ uct) that K. hau not, rccuxvtu 
reply iroui sinoc boioro sending Suo. mori.iiit_> letter ou Turkey—buua. 
This vat oiatantiy untrue; i’oiuin O ot reply auout 7:>0-d Friday ni^ht, 
nuu o nave se.it it immediately, K would nave nuu it aeout 12 noars 
ueiore broadcast oi Turkey letter. 

((But: mi 0 ht Fomin Know of a iouluu in comm, or or delay m 
transmittin*, to K at other end? Comuer uelays in noscow—wasnixi£, tcm 
j/ji^ht K have been unavailable? What was means oi transmission iron 
Russian Embassy in Washington? how does Hot Line change tnis?)) 

((vino knew oi Scali deal Friday ni^ht: before Exoomm meeting? 

Was ExComm told? Who knew by Saturuay-Sunday? Lid some see the 
Friday ni^ht letter without knowin 0 oi Scali; how did they interpret 
it? Who knew on Saturday that there had been a Friday ni 0 ht answer 
to*Scali; in eldest, an answer to the Friday ni^ht letter? 

V'nat were beliefs of Ex Couu, president, as to wnetner K haa 
received reply to Scali Deiore sending iurkey letter? 

Were otner channels bein 0 used simultaneously: Dobrynin—HK, 
Dobrynin—Thompson, Kohler-Gromyno? (Pachter). were British in 
circuit? Friday ui fe nt? Saturaay? 

S. oexieves: K &ot Scali reply Friday ni^lxt, and tnis reassuxed him 
tnat uS» interested in negotiating this deal., was unlikely to 
take violent action immediately; K had time to try Turkey deal. 

((But now about Scali emphasis on "little time"?)) 

Question tnen becomes: What changed his mind 24 hours after Turkey 
letter? 

S. answer: the "signal of utmost alarm." (See Pachter) 

((Were tnere other channels as well? 

Was threat specific? Lid it unequivocally &0 beyond increasing tne 
blockade? Was it regarded by JFK as absolute commitment? What uid 
ne foresee as possible, pxouaule responses? When exactly was it 
sent? Helation to ooxicern over retaliation against Turkey? 

Is it possible tnex - e was direct answer Saturday ni^ht? hi^ht 
retai. against Turkey ever have been specnicaliy threateneu? 

(S. thinks iiOt). 

Viny didn't K use more of period allowed? (Analogy: immediate 
turnin_ back of snips after speech?) 

((Why is signal held so tightly? Why are all private comms held 
ouite so tightly? Has there been cad past experience on tnis? 

S. nad not considered possibility that b—2 snootdown, il accident, 
mi 0 ht have frightened k. (Uote Pachter: according to KK, it did 
determine o IX to inci'ease recoil and slockade. Axxa. ♦ • x 1 ) 

( (how would "signal" ox dismantling, iurk miss—^es nc.ve appeared in 
combination witn tnis? koala Was tnis considered? 

Who on Exdornm, others, anew of Signal? 
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( (b‘:/ W;,.... A J kept a i. i.U,U<;;.U UX.O hXsyy/'O 1. \ U ten 0 ntb ..-CU .X. 

ln<- X CIO bl WiO wOV "-Specialists"-Sl*U XiSiiCO Ufcffe 

extremely misleads^.;) 

.But S is now conviiicca that tney were uirecti^ deceptive. 

((Docs Dobrynin-Borenson talk completely confirm this?)) 

B. Btuuy startea with a directive irom nC(J to axxalyse what it 
was ((not, vhetuer?)) that we naa aoue that hau lea ±e K to believe 
tnat lie couiu to et away with it. 

Hostow criticised that stuay emphasizes what we hau done ratner 
tnaxi tue pressures on K to do wnat ne aid (S tnixxks K. coaxa not nave 
roau appcuaix, Wnicn & oes into tXiis); out B tninxs tnat former is 
more pertinent to examiire, from point of view of learuin^ from 
experience. ((? May De misleaain 6 .)) 

Kostow points to his memo of Au^, 1 o2, poxntiii^ to pressures on 
K, ana possibility tnat the,/ mi^nt leaa nim to: 1) improve 
strategic balance; 2) put pressure on Berlin; or j>) iixcrease Cuba 
as militant case, nut 1 aixa 5 aia iiot leau Kostow to preuict 
missiles in Cuua; rather, his paper indicated ouildix^ up Cuba as 
a base for suoversion. 

Question is: uo eveii the conoina uion of pressures and reassuring 
signals aaa up to a stroi^ explanation oi K actiox*? X.e. , ^rantea 
txiao tney maxe K action more prooaule tnan if tney die not apply, 
uo tney mane it ni fe nly prooasie, or more prooaule tnan not? ((and 
how ao tney wei&hx against One uureassurin^. signals, tne disincentives 
: ana tne ixxxr inertia of past Bov patterns?)) iiote trxat both 
si^uaxs and incentives were Known to us well before tail of 1^02; 
wny did tney not leaa to prediction of missiles? Snould they have? 

((It is a plausible nypotxxesis tnat int. co-*m. is inniuited from 
taxing "reassuring si 0 nals" fully, explicitly, or realistically into 
account, eitner can sci ~usiy or j.n puolisnea results.)) 

S. tninks t^at if he naa been estimating on Cuba, he too would 
nave preuicieu & 0 aiast missiles: possible mu unlikely; because it 
wuuiu se irra iiomnl of Bovs to do it. ((Why? Is tnat still clear?); 

IiiUs, nis"explanatioxi" still leaves action unlixely; he Is fercea 
to re^aru it as "irrational": impulsive, erratic, wisniul, reckless. 

tends to empnasize: K prosacly 6 ave more v/ei^nt, . ishl'ully, 

■ rxn o si & xials tnaii he snoula. Ke doesn't co**siaer as muen 
tnat K may nave t,iven more weight to incentives—consiaered situ: 
j-ore ur 0 emt, alternatives worse—tnaxi ne "snouia." 


to 


re^aru 

((S. 

xeass. 


cn 


now 

a-.^e" aspect? How asout effect of recent imorovement 


; i on 

about "last 
m balance?)) 
























Concept and execution clearly indicate that Sov authorities made 
no appreciable effort to prevent or delay US detection by aerial rccon 
during the deployment phase. /of the offensive wea 

It is believed that the most liicely explanation is that they judged the 
risk of a US military reaction to be very slight. 

((Mandelstam: they had camouflage nets with them—this degree of prep- 
aration--but didn't use them till late in October (date?); first 
camouflage in response to ibow-level flights on 23 OCt was natural cover ( 
guessed a failure by local commander to carry out camouflage plan; 
or perhaps nets were not loaded correctly, etc. One analyst told him 
nets would have delayed recognition a couple of weeks, ^nfrared 
gear was not being used, though available (?).)) 

((Did Sovs believe it possible to prevent detoctio.n? Report says 
would have been difficult to conceal IR3M sites; though could have 
delayed starting these.)) 


Concurrency: Sov concept obviously did not envision the i litial 
establishment of an island defense in order to test US reaction and 
screen the subsequent introduction of strat missile forces. 

((So McC guess was wrong in reasoning, though right in conclusion. 
Eut does failure to use SA-2's against U-2's indicate indifference? 

Would Sovs have been willing to shoot doun a U-2? Report doesn't comment 
SA-2's could have been more deterrent if they had activated radars. 
Or would theyy? They were deterrent, weren't they; overflights did 
cease for over a month. (Were SA's a factor?) ^ight tiiis have been hoped 
by Sovs? (presumably not, given failure to activate). )) 


in (In concluding that Sovs regarded risk as low, failure to use SA-2's 
is one ground; another, no apparent dffort to minimize time during which 
some KRBMn units were detectable before all of the MRBK units were 
operational—but would this be critical to US reaction, once some units 

were operational? - 

Third: failure to camouflage. 




/ v 




The conclusion seems inescapable that the Sov authorities () chose to 
ignore the distinct possibility of US overflights in planning the Cuban 
operation. This choice seems inexplicable unless the Soviet leaders 
judged with coisiderable assurance that the US would acquiesce in the 
deployment of strategic missiles in Cuba--or at least that the US would r. 
attempt to force their removal by reacting milltarily—and hence that the 
possibility of US detection was not critical to the success or failure of 
the venture. 


j (But: no mention of the fact that this was not a departure from 
familiar pattern, but a reproduction of standard procedure in SU: care: 
ground screening, deceptive public statements and private statements, 
covered movements, but open to air rccon; it does not have to be exolai 
cn ad hoc oasis (this is to ignore organizational/oroceaural inertia, 
compartnentalization, lack of adaptation). Also, “ 
measures that were taken to cover aid ceceive; SU 
to success; ana alerts (discounted). 
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Possibilitiy considered that actual planners wore unawaro of or grossly 
undere3timated US rocon capabilities; £eem3 unlikely. But reasons for 
dismissing are U-2 trial, and Sov recognition there or U 0 capabilities; 
ana fact that Chief of Air Defense at that time became Chief of SRF. 

Can this be dismissed? 


(Rules of the game): Having lived restively under the shadow of US 
strategic bases for more than a decade, the Sov leaders hax probably have 
come to regard them, particularly in the age of the iCtvI, as a disquieting 
but not major phenomenon of great power relations. Castro's Cuba provided 
K with ±xn his first opportunity to establish an overseas military base. 

He may have felt confident that the US would understand therules as he did- 
that military bases on the opponent's periphery are facts of great power 
life which fall far short of a provocatioi to war. 

((If so, he failed to see ayymmetry of power as a rule of the game; 

or was reaay to change it, in which case he could have .creseen resistance, 

or possibility that US hadn't noticed it was ti e for a change. 

Or: is it possible that bases really weren't as salient for SU, by 

now, as for US; i.e., that Turkey no longer "provokes" them to extent 
that Cuba does us? Is it possible he really underestimated: a) the degree 
to which this move would provoke us, or irritate us--aside from the 
likelihood of US response; b) the gains to him--or losses to us--which, 
in our judgment, he would have achieved if we hac acquiesced? i.e., that 
one reason he judged- likelihood of response as low is that he underestimat-. 
degree of motivation.)) 

Objectives: 

Strategic change produced by Cuba would have been short-lived, given 
planned increases in US ICBM and Bolaris deployment in 1963; reason for 
expecting success to be followed by attempt to achieve dramatic victory 
elsewhere, Berlin. 

((Berlin 1962 was thus an Averted Crisis. Cuba 1962 is an example 
of a crisis in which Sov victory would have consisted precisely in 
establishing a base for a substantive victory in a subsequent crisis, 
or phase. 

Les Crises en Chaine. (or: Tne Century of Crisis.) 


Noise and Inference! 

More than 200 reports refer to presence bn Cuba of missiles before 
Jan 62. Numerous reports refer to construction activity and equipment 
observed during spring of 1962 in areas where SAM sites were located 
later; however, photography failed to reveal any such activity or equipmen' 
But strong possibility that this report ng reflected influx into Cuba, 
beginning in early 1952, of Sov personnel 9ano vohlclcs?) somewho connects 
with the buildup beginning physically in late July. 

((Hypothesis: A common pattern , like that in Cuoa: Mororunnors of 
later threat--perhaps personnel, rumors, phenomena not observable by air 
recon--give rise to exaggerated agent reports of observable activity; 2) 



delayed tendency even to accept r is/.s ana costs of checking them 
further reccn (note suspension of flights); especially if Vh) piTotoo co 
turn up phenomena that serves as alternative explanation for reports. 

n yP — — • Negative results from photos have--unijustifiably--a strong 
effect on expectations comparable to that of positive results; and 
.. “ weight in undermining positive agent reports. 


nave excessive 
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( (Kyp II follows automatically if it is the case (Kandelstarn) that 
top decisio i-makers (Ike?) really look seriously only at phot03, SI, 
dismiss agent reports; then negativo results from former are essentially 
the only evidence considered. 

Task: analyze timing and content of data available only from agent 
reports. 

In light of experience, evaluate relation of collateral sources and 
photos, SI; are they being be3t used to complement each other? )) 

Are collateral sources underused by top decision-makers? Should latter 
be wary of nxpnringxth using other sources to invalidate totally the 
"smoko" shown by collateral sources? 

Examine tho total "noise" background of collateral sources. 

Examine preconceptions which analysts, and decision-makers bring 
to evidence • not only gross ones (SU wouldn't do it)) but details of 
linkages (McC: If SA's come, can MRBM's be far behind?) 











In Cuba, soruo Sov activities observed for first time ((likewise, US)): 
so: a) they couldn't be fully interpreted at the time; (b) in future, 
it will be possible to interpret them, thanks to Cuba. 

((Same fer US; question: impact of Cuba on abi1ity to interpret 
each other's behavior, and to communicate if desired, in future crises. 
WHAT ALEHTING/PREPARATORY PROCEDURES HAVE STILL NEVER EE ids' OBSERVED, 

ON ONE SIDE OR THE OTHER? Y/hat surprises, confusions, might this 
create in future, intense crisis? Can those serve to define levels of 
intensity, as yet unobserved? What will serve to fla /3 the unprecedented 
nature of a future crisis? Are top decision-makers aware of degrees of 
unprecodentedness of US actions they may contemplate? and of difficultie 
of interpretation, as well as of signal of intent? 

Was US dispersal in Cuba the waste of a powerful signal (Bennington/ 
Schelling); in what ways did use then condition impact of a similar 
act in future? 


Sovs: tested possible Air Defense fidht dispersal plan, beginning in 
May o2; crisis took place in fall, when Sov forces are at peak 
proficiency (for Berlin crisis?); may have restricted preparations to 
a minimum to ensure strategic surprise. 

Sovs Sept 11 alert appeared to be a response to militant US 
announcements ((How was it interpreted by US decision-matters? As 
political ploy?)) •- * •••• •' • ■ ' ' 

In retrospect, appears to have been initiated as a resp nse to 
the 7 Sept request by JFK for authority to fall up reserves because, 
unknown to US, this call-up coincided with the initial introduction of 
missiles into Cuba. In all probability, the call-up caused grave concern 
in the USSR about possible US knowledge of their 'missile venture'. This 
alert was reduced inlate Sept or early Oct after the Sovs realized that 
their missile venture was continuing undetected by the US. 

((But 5 Sept recon would not have disclosed missiles; they mi^ht 
have started arriving by 7 Sept (could they have by 2 Sept?), but Sovs 
knew no flights (might they have feared 5 Bept flight showed something? 
e.g., 29 Aug flight showed behicles and contruction material at 
IR3M sites)) 

15 Oct: standby alert, probably because of Sov realization that 
venture had beon detected by lk Oct flight 

16 Oct: activation of Sov Far East weather reporting for ^orth 
America for first ti .e (?) 

23 Oct Sat Forces placed on alert 












I 


What waopurpose Oi cov ueception? Wno were tney trying to 
deceive? r.otfc pattern of manin^ t^u^n, deceptive statement 
after navm fa iiivaiiuann 0 it, oy actioii, private statement: 
snips vuuxu run uloexade (to businessman, Ji'K on 24 Oct, after 
publicly Known snips nau turaea away (taou^n Saill question of 
rt-.aimn 0 snips: o..ly 2 ary car^o?); Tass-man statement on 25 Oct; 
27 Oct letter; 

Can tney have.nopea to deter recon? Or to convey message tuat 
tney would not reveal missiles, if we didn't, oeiore election? 

What aia members of Ex^omm mane of Sov intent ixx statements? 
How aid tney react? 


Wnat is K tneory of significance of US elections? Had he promised 
not to embarrass, on 25 Au& (to borenson?) Ni&nt he have t;i0u o ht 
we were hopin b , ao^ve all, that he woula not breaK xxevs oefore 
election? 

DoDrynin-Sorenson, nu^ 25, Sept b; iianrynxn«l:aM £ol Oct 1 (Oct 25); 

{ Au 6 . 2y?) 

pob-BOwles, Oct 15; Gromyxo Oct lo. 

rills: S may have tola ?, 2 or 5 days. 

Core: 2o Oct: 2 


V: iz what you have ri 0 ht to uo to Cuba, we have n^ht to ao to 
Turkey or Iran. (hut Turney ana iran are veax, no threat). 

If balance is equal, equal rights. 

We will XiOt disturb balance; ho, we will not commit ourselves 
not to expand, not to upset balance... 

We naa miscalculated, e. 0 . in Cuba. Interpretation: you made a 
ha 1 st Cj ** . e x x * Cub cl . 

Why secrecy of co...m? Reluctant to u.ade explicit ultimatum; embarrass 
K, mane it nard to accept? 


See Vienna, 


i 

i 



I 


















j'.cC 1 o relc lair'.y cixuiiaolfc. uune^mooxx messages, late A-—Laird 
W c C. * la S o ij t • o O O X o V lu t>nCc Cl »j * 1 * • o dL COl.l ir.ula,, wUCplOlOnS, a S 
cc.jp;. rtu 10 a* • ax y *j i *j , ^civ c mo r o * oi an i to pOwt-i jxii Ly ol lira n c>iial ^ 
rauiuai, ou i—oi —patierix move oy K; ax.u a^ve more volant to actual 
tiva!ii o 1 i**ovc io A• Cndici^cu tot* ol l c^-* t x j ^ i^x to** any vt 

veroax discern from cot—verbal footnote—la ^ivh^ ii to proa)) 

((Did analysts 5 ivt too mucn vei 0 nt to tne "oovioac" nsxs ol’ move: 
not Only jua^m 0 perception oi' tnese risns oy Sovs, without direct 
evidence, out juaiiii 0 "actual" nsKS—in effect, preuictm^ decisions 
oi US Pres. How well qualiiiea is anybody now—and lx. particular., 

Sov experts or inielii^euce analysts ixi general—to maxe tuia 
preuic non? How mucn was it based on ^e*.erai considerations, 
generalised circumstances, rawer tnan on a variety ol speeme 
circuits tax.ces, or a preuicteu ran 0 ed of circumstances?)) 

((rice tendency to nave ^reat ccx.iiuence in xiis intuitions; reluctuxit 
10 cnax^e in lace of analysts eviueixce or argument, is Was he then 
also Unfettered oy Knowledge or experience oi weight of past evidence 
On a uenavior? 

let, now much evidence was tnerc for ana-Lysis—Kent—implicit 
assumption txxat K's benavior was staole, ratiox.al, mfurmea, preaictal 
e, prudent? Let alone, tnat tnis is fair assumption for most 
piliticd leaders.)) 
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22 Oct. Cover letter to K vita specon. Refers to discussion at 
\ *e i i• *n , i i u m uwijUi tion thei e taut wo a 1 ci not al 1 o a *.>• ( to tan e 

actions overturning present balance of power. 

((.balance tutu c^uctxvta a a "equal"? Jiut uow conceiveu as 
unequal, xavui'iiq Ud; v.e were, m efiect, a till prox/osin- to prevent 
K from prouucin u drastic cuan^e inoalance of power, in uiroctio'n of 
equality, meanwhile, K nad vigorously rejected tnis position at 
Vienna, reiusea to renounce eiiorts to change the balance oi power 
in Russia's favor.)) 

had fciven specific example tnere oi possible miscalculation 
of US determination: trying to destroy US ri^n-c of access do perlin. 

Do not mistake moderation of current action for lack of determinai 
tion; we are determineu tnat missiles shall be removea. 1 hope you 
will act prudently, have snips oomply with quarantine. 

k reply, 25 Oct: cover letter with public reply. Ycu have no ri^ht 
to tame action. weapons of Cuoa, whatever their character, are for 
defensive purposes. Cuba is small, cannot be a threat to giant liS. 

Reply (?) 25 (?) Oct; You starteu tnis, by putting missiles in Cuba 
SftxGsi^xccttsrxKlxfcnxquax&atiacxhDlej: 

£ reply to quarantine; put yourself in my position; ultimatum; cannot 
comply; nxxa piratical; have oraereu captains not to comply. 

((Rut had ordered tnem to turn morning of 25 Oct, before OAS vote; 
they cnau 0 ea course aeout noon; Ravy aiun* t report tnis to ExComm till 
24 Oct; announceu 25 Oct.)) 

reply, 25 (?) Oct; refers to Shipments in August, Pres statements. 

You made deceptive statements, in public and private, assuring tnat 
no oiiemsive weapons ware being seat. On the oasis oi this 
assurances, I xx puoiicly restrained those who wanteu to take action. 
TnenI learnea tnat recently you had been installing missiles. 


2b Oct letter at US Emb in Moscow at 1000, probably sent about 0y50 
Washington time; it aian't be^in arriving till aoout 1600 (discussed 
at ExComrn meeting at 2000). 


F net with S about noon, Wash time; F called earlier (wnen?). 

Sou infers F offer sent earlier than letter, as it arrived; out 
times seem consistent witn F oiler being conceived at same time or 
inter tuau letter, transmitted to F about same time or evens alter 
letter sent. Rakes sense to me tnat F offer was a specification oi 
va^ue "proposal" in letter ((wnicn says only that if US wouiu ^ive 
0 uarantee... then situation would change, everythin^, v.Oula ai ifei’t-nt; 
tnis v.oulu destroy need for technicians. Can't speak for C out no 
vvuit no longer nave need for mobilization, h I propose; you guarante 
p quarantine; v.e would (send no more arms?); tnen necessity for 

Reply to n £ mi 0 hc hae 
before uS action (?); a~d, ni^hiy finely 


ur 

t.eapci.s you term oii'ensive would disappear.)) 
si^naiicu: na couple of u 

tiinl W Lii . 


offer would be accepted if others failed; sxnxxx 












j.; liiiw ..i.u iniiou, i.o use t; j in 0 tuu^ner one, in private let alone 
— - * pubiicj 2 / bet iti a me u t c.'-r nours alter 2 e (jet letter, 

a, * u al * ut - r 6 to x (prx-ou-M.ly, alter receipt,' of i' report ia 

r. oecow) may nave btcu public probe , public in part because aope oi’ 
generating public support ior it (also, to speed delivery?) 

((Sic: Kuck maintains emphatically that 27 Oct letter was a 
icoUio 01 puoiic suggest xoiis by -bippmau oa 2b Oct and. Kreismy (lipp— 
inai* j.ot available ioi' reilectioa ia Moscow in time lor 2b Oct 
letter?)) 


(aote; US couldn't charge "bad faith" because even if tney had 
beenpublic, neitner 26 Oct letter uor 2 F p "question''^ coula be 
described as a commitment to a definite offer. E. 0 *» 26 Oct letter 
uoesa't mention Turkey, but doesn't say that tissues would oe 
removed, either. me "necessity" ior tnem koulu disappear (not 
aecessai ily missiles))—fixaugn SU had dehiea necessity for them 
even uefore crisis , but had put then in anyway—but that could mean, 
they are meaavailaole for oar 0 aining, e.g., against those 
equally "unnecessary" missiles m 1'ui'K.ey. Tne 1’ ofler, in contrast, 
was a specific trace, in which Turkey die not figure: but 
was purely nypotnetical. 


Acceptance of F offer did not bind K at all (or US); but it 
revealed accep c auiiit,y of tnis to US, tnus gave nim strong basis 
ioi oexieving ne could c,et at least tnis; in absence of this, he 
mi^nt i.ot nave ielt free to spend time probing, in view of otner 

1 0 iici J. 3 • 

Sou, Sie: tendency oi ExComm ofiicials to deprecate F—2 
exchcui 0 e in view oi 2o Oct letter; but would that not have aopeared 
quite ambiguous if tne F offer were not available to make if* 
specnic? hote tnat our reply of 27 Oct is essentially to F offer 
not to 2b Oct letter. ’ 

Fy sending 1 oiler, K in eiiect got an immediate reply to nis 
2b Oct letter, read in a form favorable to US; in effect, he nac 


Uo public reply oi 27 Oct on the night of 2b Oct or early morning 
oi 27 Oci; prooably Del ore sending 27 Oct letter, ((whereas public 
impression and oi. how many members of Excomm, staff?)), ne didn't 
t reply to ei tiler oeiore ne nac sent ootn. 

Bib US decision of afternoon of 27 Oct was not to combine two 
letters but to ignore 27 Oct letter; meanwhle, threatening (as 
retaliation to Anderson, or to furtner snootdowns? Or, just as 
"retal" to failure to remove missiles? Wnat was threatened, or repxid 
implied? Ii Anderson stressed, tnis su oci ests action against SAMs* 
li mm^iies, missiles. V/nat was leeling oi' ExComm about Anderson, 
c.md about implications of prior commitments about U-2s ana politic- 

consequences of inaction. Was K"forcing our hand"? (See Sie account 
oi San reaction)). 

(( 














nterpretai 10 
a 


14 Kay 

01 ' 20 Kay letter. 


pac/va^e ((K mi 0 nt ^ucss: more 


o“ “ L 

id wore lir 
•' Oil ei 


Kei^/ to (jfct 


liils: !•'— L> exchange essential tu l 
'me tv.o v.ere proou^ly sent us 
Iir^ex^ to t_,e t answer to x' oiler earlier} 
fc ooQ aiicwer to letter it read in xi 0 nt ox p oner.;; 

P was resident. (sure?) 

nusK told o to call 1 Saturday aiteruoou, wrote out me s sup, e. 

S saw 1 at ICfO, oeratea aim in violent terns lor Saturday morning 
message ne^atiipd, Iriday ni^ht oiler; said we never, never woulu 
consider Turkey deal in tne slightest; said letter "moans war." 
ouid he spoke lor nimseil , but nintea. he reflected aoou oi m^nerups. 

(l claimed at start, and later, tnat K hau not had P message 
at time he wrote Saturday morning letter.) 

u had dinner with x Suuaay ni^ht; P saiu he had been instructed 
to tell S tnat nis services were much appreciated, ana nau seen 
very valuaole. In particular, that applied to nis "explosion" 

Saturday al'ternoon. 

Kils ieels: nusk took S cnannel very seriously at time, spent 
muen time and attention witn it; definitely influenced interpretation, 
anu was oasis ior Trollope ploy. (Says Excomu was jubilant at 
loOO Saturday morning, till new letter came in), p offer was Only 
oiler of inspection ((Till Saturday mornm b letter?)), and 
x-S exchange Saturday alternoon tne Oxiiy orutal, explosive exchange 
nnown to nils to convey mood to K. 


me, tnat mere 


Hughes checnea out Keatin fe claim of Oct 10, at the t 
six lk-Bi-i sites; int comm nad no basis ior this; no refugee reports 
mentioned six, or total number; there were two ^ood reports aoout 
Oct lo could have been around earlier—but they referred to storage 
sites at nemeuios. hiis thinns Keatixxp, ^ot this out oi' the air. 

(Put consider position it put administration in, with tneir 
xiat statements On "I xnow there is no evidence on missiles...! think 
it extremely unlikely tney would put missiles in.") 









Sonnonfeldt, boo Barns, 16 April. 

Sonn. told morning of 16 th by Hi Ionian. 

On Seal!: Bonn had gone hone Friday evening: was called back by hi Ionian 
about 9:16, told about Scali and about K letter, bpcr.t all night forking 
on paper analysing the two developments, co.sparing them, to bo presented' 
by iliisman to LxComm the next morning. ((Vlas Sorenson working on reply that 
night? Did ExComm have a draft to consider when it met at 10?)) 

Scali i-rx erne to Lilsnan; they were with Rusk, about 6, when A letter 
began to cone in; it came last section first (the "business end") and came 
in to then all, discussed in front of Scali. It seemed to confirm Scali 
story, uhich was more precise: called for UN supervision and inspection, 
offered to withdraw. Scali sworn in, "cleared, 11 discussed answer. 

Thus, while letter alone might have been more ambiguous, Fomin oifer 
had considerable impact on its interpretation. In considering a draft reply 
they were in effect taking the details from the Fomin offer. Later, when 
Saturday letter cane in, the final reply could be interpreted as talcing the 
details—the specific ofier to withdraw and the terms of inspection—from 
the Fomin offer (or the Saturday letter), rather than from the Friday night 
letter (’.rich didn’t have them), wpilc ignorin ; the Turkey deal. 

((Sonn admits they may overemphasize the Fomin-Scali episode, because 
of being in on it and close to it. Sioverts says other members tend to 
deprecate it, say it was the word from 1C himself that was regarded as 
important (but couldn't Fomin have influenced interpretation of that?) 
and "vie didn't have any need xrs dor informal contacts, outsiders; we had 
plenty of contact, e.g., Tommy" (but might not Sovs have preferred approach 
through Scali, to vh om choy had no responsibilities, could disown?) 

(Note that Tommy prefers to believe that Dobrynin didn't know the story— 
vaich is probably true, but also convenient, allowing Tommy to continue 
his relations':'!ip with him). 

ExComm was undoubtedly very relieved Friday night, early Saturday 
morning; thought it was over. (Could they really relinquish this mood, 
of having won "peacefully" through threats rather than attack, by Saturday 
or Sunday—give up hope of settlement and turn to choice of attack?) 

Rostov: probably didn't know waturnay morning of iriday night letter 
(or Scali); Tyler and Lis deputy didn't. 

((Rostov: operation generally a backwater; Sonn: It would have made more 
sense to have that operation after the crisis—rather than tie up as many 
good people as it did. Consider analogy to the crisis operations at Rb.b. 
Did they have any impact, on anyone? Did they have enough information, 

’were they enough in touch?)) 

text day, Scali gave Fomin hell about Turkey letter: what's going on, 
you never said anything about Turkey. Fomin seemed embarassed. 

There were further Scali-Fomin contacts. 





















p. aarus 1 o; 12— Oct extern li eel ccrixcr h Usman thesis 

tiiat luteii. snoulu nunssqua.,.d/. cu.^iutr consequences oi U.C.* 
actions; cut also, role that tnis puts lech into oi lma^ininj, anu 
quasi-evaiuatiiit, U.C. poiiticies. V.uile still re^aidin^ tneir 
missiles uw uniineljf , he w a s askin^,: out suppose tn c jf old put txi em 
in, Wnat icijpnt v.'e uOj and. what wou_Ld tiie liKely responses oe to 
tnese actions, ^y bU, Cubans, allies, neutrals? " 

(("How could the Sovs have achieved a fait accompli? How coulu 
they nave prevented a US crisis—by convincing us tnat 1 Tnere was 
notnin^ to be done, 1 too late, no challenge to action, no opportunity 
to avert undesirea change in the status quo. How could they have 
delated our aiscovery; stayed our hana; increased risks to us of 
action, reduced incentives? 

"How coula they have tri^ered a US p direct attack on missiles? 
Did tney know what it took? hi^ht they have done it? " 


If Sovs had earlier put KRBMs into a satellite: tnat would have 
made it look less unlikely that he would put tnem into Cuba; yet, 
it would still look like a "first" for him, a switch: ht would 
still oe outside tne Warsaw Pact, a country without an alliance, 
not really, yet, fully within tne sloe, at suen a lo^j distance, 
with an unreliable leaner. 

(( Were tiie peculiar advantages oi putting missiles into Cuoa, 
as opposed to other locations, taken fully into account? Tne 
Various incentives so clear now to Soutnarn? And now reliable 
were these former patterns neld to be; how reliable, onpast 
experience, was tne very notion tnat "K doesnSt break from nis 
patterns"?)) 

One aspect of Hilsman—I£R line on including Castro in tnreats 
was: K's reaction wnen confronted with an indirect challenge was 
much more precictaole ; his reaction if confronted with a direct 
ultimatum much less so. 















2. Souicnielrit 


*•-1 ^ ®-*■ jcd iii 1 Lh iicin tried uo persucicle 1’ii.ivG iorrc.ticil io include 

Castro in denunciation in speech. Sonn wrote memo about 2-3 in the morning 
but n 5D00Ch i. 


tieverts: 


already written.” 


is was hilsnan' s hobby horse. He had pushed, then and later, 
on notions that: a) this would broaden options, lay groundwork for later 
actions to got riu ol' Castro (which I.IK thought should be pushed); b) this 
o uId jivo Khrushchev an opportunity - to shove blame onto Castro end abandon 
him, along with missiles. 

Sown: as it worked out, it was a greater defeat for Khrushchev, co 
probably just as well. Baraz: probably wouldn't have made much difference. 


((but way was notion dropped of including Castro, or even of focussing on him? 

Sicverts; Intelligence was determining—it indicated more and more clearly 
that t.iis was purely a Russian undertaking, operation. But that didn't moan 
a) Castro nacr.'t invited it; b) wo shouldn't seize opportunity to blame 
Castro. Uho/why/when was opposition to this?)) 

(note: Carter was acting i)CI while mcC away) 

General belief in intell. commun tnat 5U woulan't put missiles; SHIE 

except for KcC in CIA ((when ala ne start? prior to SAris?)) 

ai.a a to roup witn Nigro (?) in DiA; because it was so uncharacteristic. 

baraz: combination of feelings that it was "too different" and 
"too risky" lor Sovs; he knew of no individual who held one view 
wi knout tue. otter (e.*.. , "it's not tne sort of stupid, reckless 
tnii. ifc> tney usually ao"). 


(bid tnis reilect leeiing that (a) if US dm take local action 
Deyonu blockade, SU would be m oad spot? and (b) theywould have to 
£ ive noae attention to that? but maybe (Southard, liunson) they 
fe ave very little pros to tnat; or (So mi) tney regarded tnat as 
possicle out "less likely," ana us esxe with sae other bureaucracies, 
contingency ol less likelinood O ot victually no attention.)) 


Various reasons lor not expecting: for surprise: 

1) "It's too different." 

2) "It's too dangerous." 

y) "It's too mean." (Thompson; JPK? Husk.? Crowing hopes of 
understanding; "dialog" With Gromyxo in Mew York on non-dissemination, 
merlin, test can; hopeful. ((So, pressures for action may nave 
oeeu seen as jeopardizing that dialog; as would a U-2 incident?)) 


i:ote feeling on 2o Dot, virtually unanimous in State and V/h: there 
must ue no floating, don't rub it in, hurt K's position; and (d) now 
tncit K has lookeu close at nuclear war, tnere is a chance for real 
progress: he will never try such a thing again. The belief that 
— nas learned make it unnecessary for us to learn, i.e., to modify 
tne expectations tnat made his act a surprise lor us. 
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DJSH- 633-64 
11 April 1964 


MEMORANDUM POE THE ADMINISTRATIVE SECRETARY o^pic^ 0- 

Ti-iE SECRETARY OP DEPEND" “ °‘ - 




Subject: SIO? mccc^s 
AOicponcc: OixIlco oi* tlio S^c 

1-5160/64, dat^MRA i 9 S4 

J ’ n response t0 t; '-° aofere/aed oeaorandua, Mr. 

“° nn ~ l ' :oMau s4ton and Mr. Daniel Sllsberc have been 
placed on the Master Slop Access List at the Office of 

4* ±"1 0 <J O iL jfl "o 0 *"1 *1 /R* ' Q r\ Q J - -*■» t 

x Sbc.ii -or Coce 1 (complete) STOP 

access. 

C/fcu. 

CjJ. w. DAVIS 

Rear Admiral,, USN 
Deputy Director 
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racial to the Hew York Tin;; 

.. ri ; T . :W :: April 25 -r kart Tall’:; Arrant i ;u ■ />: 

, „ ; r it <1 denounced to- :; K i at a ..in" o 

ti:c' •*mer ican ‘ 2oc i c t y of Internat ka.v. 

t> o-ii-rv jrdit oi Columbia Tki.Lvar:v.ity yas 

Proi. .. Qai^cy ... , PrQS i<Ur.>t Po.ir.oky 1 1 ; 


the principal eric ^ i; iU:s had boon "an 

%%£ -^tohl action." 

j. »» T)-»t n - ppc r ;or Y’r ip'Ii't s a id, Ciio 
■T.y the ^ran.tuo, - action that cannot 

F nlt0 :’YPLPvi? o«? oMicat?o,,T under the United 
>.e j.ntn..e.. , - not reconcile th.e nor.it ion 

if tooh Sith the obligation to settle all <U*P»tcs by 
p c a c c :C u 1 v.ie a vi s . 

n„ n fi choson former Secretary of State, said the 

IV “ ro i ry "lo-al issue" at all in tne way 
nuaranxme was rox a u 

that phrase should be understood. 

Issue Held ’Above Law’ 

' ' ”in our system," he said, "the survival of states 

is above lav;--it Kiust uo. 

. t > + pH %o*+■ no 1 av/*/ or coulu 1 eally 

»*., /'rb ^son s u ^- 2 o toc uini i iiw w ^ 

• t • r\/^ r\ i * v ,, ‘' ° l her t ac Quarantine vas 

"mYalP' TiA lb ;i e said, singly does 

roPdeal Vith s.th questions oX ultimate pov.or-po.vor 
that coLs close to the sources oi severe:L S nty. 

. „ ],: c -'-Arip'il gvp•• vo 1 o he mentior.ed the reXusal 

o* * the 14th Century to 

;»s“Sn the validity oi the rube oi York'. cl»i» -o 
the Pr.pl ish Crown. The question was coo uuc.i one 
of power, not of principle. 

•t It harmful to believe," Hr. Acheson said, that 
i.efion;; "have* accepted restraints on their sovereign 
power that prevent them from savin- a way cm. lne 
that respects law. 














1 aw t’, 
or :i ir 


r.’r.ot '.'-'1 .U'V" tPoro r,ro pr.i.-.oipl 

say v.« • >t :icc>;;vj dos fcruction o C our 
I just; cnmifit boll •■/(; it." 


O i. 


a y 


Mr. hdieson said intermiti.onal lav; did play a 
part in t ‘. o Cuban quarnnt i no strategy anil * 1 <■ •volopwont 
--the important procedural I'ole that lav/ often plays. 

Legal considerations were involved in the steps 
for approval of the quarantine by the Organization 
of American states. Legal • avenues, Hr. Achcson said, 
permitted wise delay and consideration of the views 
of other governments. 

Abram J. Chayes, legal adviser of the State 
Department, said "law was an important considcrat ion" 
in the quarantine decision. The long-run goals of the 
United States, he said, would have been damaged by 
a cynical disregard for law. 

Mr. Chayes assorted that the quarantine was 
sustainable under established principles of interna¬ 
tional law. He relied primarily, as Governments of¬ 
ficials have in comments since the episode, on the 
authorizat ion of the O.A.S. 

However, Mr. Chayes, lihe Mr. Achescr, declared 
that it was foolish to ash such questions as, "Mas 
the quarantine legal?" Me said the first year of law 
school was supposed to teach lawyers not to as]: gen¬ 
eralized questions lihe that. 


In domestic lav/, Mr. Chayes said, the whole effect 
of the judicial system is to refine and focus questions 
and get away from such abstractions. since interna¬ 
tional law has no effective judicial remedies in most 
cases, he continued, it is up to international lawyers 
to do the refining and focusing--not "to deal at large 
with such deep policy questions." 


Chayd 


7 <. 


Professor '/.'right accepted Mr 
that the vote of the Organization of American 
authorized action against Cuba herself, 
was a signatory to the O.A.S. treaty, 
it was not a 


basis for action against 
third party, the Soviet Union. 


content ion 
States 
since Cuba 
Put he said 
shins of a 

















*'r. Chnyes <;or. toiv’ou t *t tnis 
t'M-i siii'li result that it v oul«l bo 
Soviet ::hi?a on route to Cuba bu t 
thin- in Cuba, or her 
Soviet ships. 
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The U-2 and th.o Cub mi Crisis 

collateral 

1. l.'cjative evidence on xxeni reports (spring 1962). 

2. Negative cn iuiiit'ixn fissile reports, 5 Aug. (and on buildup'.; 

3. Positive on SAMs, negative on I-iRBKs, 29 Aug and U Sept. 

Ii. Alleged: KcN, •JFK relied heavily on photos, little on reports 
ovidoncc"). 


("not 


p. 30 Aug xnd; U-2 overflight of Sakhalin; Sopt 0y 8, U-2 shot donn over 

China; £ 31 Aug, 7 Sept evidence of SAMs, no evidence of Miiuiis-planned 

flight Sept 10 cancelled (v;'ny?): meeting of Sept 10. 

a) sensitivity to incidents; b) little prob of FJLBMs: 1) no evidence ( 
assumption that they couldn't appear soon?), plus evidence of SA.fi with 
vnicn to oiscount agent reports; 3) export disbelief (cidii, except for McC); 
ii) political disbelief (especially, vri.s'.ifully, after v;e had announced) 1 ) 
c) appearance of SAMS (especially in area v.'here reports indicated possible 
site). 

This led to desire 
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cor. tunicaMon Vat-con -ilies: 

On Cvnrus, our interests ’..-ore 


n Cvnrus, our interests ’-•ere not identical mth 
-ood* plan: which was held up for 10;.0 aays bee 

^ v_• a. • —'U 11 ~ ^ '--t /-s H + W > rn ( f 


»riias; 
.use ve 


. u o v;e 


n -ood plan: mien -.sic nexu u x j -, , 

‘■alefto cL-mnicate vi‘.h British, "edrcaie” tta. (to a tna. 

a: coss^ble desuite sone difference in interest). Si.,plp d^o.. t^et 
around to it? (British wouldn’t accept, or had plan oi .heir own.) 
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.j oU-u.. j.r 1'/ Jail i'Jo2 Tac tnruit to UG Gocurity miorcaia 

X i i L t i * ‘ i’i boLC.il al Cil 

^ 0 v u 1 Uic i i C- a ti CV»0 C.xL^0v.lC10oJ ♦ 

Cuun ax.a any ou.cr Caribbean state inch lull unaerCOuimunis t ce>nL rol 
ouuiu utx u s e u o y tne U S a »-» iir^ub la w.i i on ou estabilsn ini >j uil o j 
submarine, ur air oases, dtri b aou to tiring north America unuer attack 
ax to x • 111: to tax. (xoxoiioatb to any coacoiVtiblo Uo m i! i o cxi y ae 11 o i x la 
tug tirioooau or elsewhere. On tixt. whole, we believe the establishment 
ox au.cn Soviet eases is ux.xikeiy lor suing time to come. Thoir 
military and psycnoio 0 ioai value, in Soviet eyes, would prooasiy not 
oe ^roat e..ou o n to override tno risks involved. 

Txie- Soviet leaucis would ue ooaoei'aeu lest s ucus toward tao 
eatabxianu l o..t oi -suca bases vouxu provoke tno US to overthrow tno 
Castro regime oeiore uases ouuiu oocome operati->xxal uxnu woulu 
to cnv-.ally heighten tno risk of war. Moreover, Soviet bases inGuoa 
co^iu involve tne USSR in aniicult political anu con rol problems 
v.-Ux tae Cuban O overniaen t; tne Soviets nave been very cuieiui to retain 
cui.ti'ui o v t r si tuatioxis wmeii ixivoivo Lxiem ixi a ay scrieus degi’ee oi 
rica, ax.e. tacy would be mindiui oi the danger tnut Cuuaii initiatives 
cutij expose tne USSR to sox-lOus risns oi general war. 

^Aotc U-2 suoctaowa oi 27 Oct!)) Finally, tae Soviet ieaaer-s,lor 
one present at least, appear to preier not to mane their presence too 
uuviuus or apparent, lesttaey discourage rather tnan encourage the 
a menu oi uumuaui si to otner n a t Hi nmerican countries. Since their 
escox* txal ain xxxLntin America is xiot ruiiitar'y coxxquest uut cOmmuxiist 
revoxutioxx, we believe they will preier to use Cuba as a symool oi 
Spontaneous revciutioxx axxu as a uase a>or suuvertive operations. 

((^uiit-oxxoi goals in Europe that mi L nt seem urgexxt, ~ight be 
oci veu ay .«.kSoises——xiO t yust base——"in Cuba. )) 
i.cVti tiicicss, tne US mi can hud probably wiilaugmeut its naval, air 
arid co~.municutio.iS capabilities in the area eye tne development oi 
arra.. 0 cmexitc ur iacixi ties x.ot opexxiy ideixtliiaole as Soviet 
military oases. ((Fismng port!)) for example, the improvemerxt 
oi cuaa.i navai anu air ixxs ^ailatioxxs would provide facilities 
suitable i or Soviet use, anu special instaliatiuxiS ana arrangements 
eouiu be set up ior iiitelii^exiOe coliectiox. or subversive purposes. 

Txiis reluctance to estaciish military bases mignt xiot extend over tae 
entire penou uiider review. ((two decades)) If communism spread to 
o trier coUx. ti les la tut ax ta, and ii tae US appeared to be weakeixirxg 
in wux’iu power anu national will, tae Soviet leaders mignt be 
tutuiutuuu to buttress ti.eir gains by openly esbauiisaix » 0 soviet 
xuiiiturp, oasts in tne area, with the Object of further weakening 
US or entire anu lurtncr s tren to thening ana pro tectiu tneir local 
satr’a^s. ii uCii cants wei’e estaeiishoa, tae ii.st s oe-p mignt oe 
txxe es tabiisnmeiit oi jointly-operated submarine or air oases, ■ on tne 
IneOi-y tnat tae es taei isameat oi s ucn bases would be less lixeiy to 
ix.cui’ risii oi a Us retcmmi tnan woula trie estabiisnmex*t oi missile 
v.“ixe at one ea~.e time ooxiS ti tutix*^ a uemoixstratxorx oi Soviet 
presence mm protectioii. 
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0 unci .t ronpuc tom Cuba, op—o2 21 riarch 1^52 

It il; no cnoie that Sloe mil iter,/ deliveries to Cuba bo date nave 
^o..n suen as to oxuiauco Cuba'scap.ubixltiea lor uelense against 
t ’ A " tl ' , “ i at taCiv alio ior tne maiii oenancc ol lnicn.al security ratner 
tuuu to con tribute to the devclopufcat of an ‘ independent ofi eusive 
uni lory capability. Tae Sloe xiaa provided no strategic weapon systems, 
hitnou 0 n tae Cuoan army has been made formidable b j Cano, standards, 
Cuoa lacKs me air aixu naval capebixities required lor major overseas 
military operations, even atCario. distances. Tne bomber force 
is still limited to a lew iiineritou. ij-kb's. 

inese Sloe military deliveries nave seen rcapui.sive to the 
most ur^exit requirements ol me C-stro regime, out tney proouoiy 
also reiiect a deliberate Hoc policy. In Keeping witn its aemon- 
stra.cu concern to avoiu any commitment to come to the uelei.se ol 
Cuoa witn its own forces, tne USSR presumably desires to avoid tne 
possible bov involvement inherent in providing Cuba witn independent 
moons ior o am i n G major military actionagainst its neighbors. 

Un tnese ^rounds, i,ve Delieve it unxikeiy that tne Sloe will 
provide Cuba witn air, missile, or naval'capabilities Suitable lor 
mojor independent military operations overseas, or that it will 
somo-on in Cuua aloe comoat units of any description, ao least ior 
one period 01 tnis estimate. Tms attitude waia not orecluae tne 
iiserax provision 01 Hoc advisers, instructors, and service per- 
oo.mOx, tne provision 01 suen defensive weapons ana equipment as 
suriace-to-air missiles ana rauars, tu.u such improvement ol Cuoan 
naval ana air iacuities as would enable them to service Soviet 
uni os. it Would also not preclude the provision of a token numuer 

- 1 bet u b iu uomoers. Special Sov comm and intell. facilities 
prcuau.Ly oe eotacixsnea in Cuoa. ! 

UoO. liOb li t 1 : 5 . benavior, Sov intentions ana motives are deduced 
anu irem tnese, luture oenavior predicted; tne bet is against ’ 
cna-i^e in Denavior. (hut wxiat precludes cnan&e in motives, .--cal'?) 

no ue early origin ol oiiensive-defensive distixxction, precise 
lines drawn in Sept ip statement (except for Il- 2 os); prediction 

Tlr 1 ^ onia “ e>:Cfc pt: a) SU combat units, lar b e personnel base; 
b) xai^enumoer 01 il-2os; c) fcKJifc-IHMs. 


(ixau estimate cna.r^ed at all as of 1 Auk? 
ouiprises" xxoted at ail oy tnexx?) 


iy 


Sep t? 


V/ere any 


«iac‘r ihe re t“* “ r ‘° Ula °* ««no«ly thrcatc/iea dj 

u0 ; r cr 6r r ai lorce£ > u,e u “ :jk w ° uj - a ***<>»* o*rtax»x, 

x cxxc uiieotlywith its owxx lorces. However in mrurp. n 

ZtTlXli**?, Vi rfcal aS U ? *»*"•«*<>»> tne Uosf wola 

“iiauo , n “ “ 5 finical actioa, incJ.adia a threats of 

rnrn periphery of me aloe as well as aabi aous 

n osH rt m V1Lt nUCifcar p0Wbr - wevertneless , the uSs° woula 

:t:tofiei:: “ ly “ ver i “ w “° io n “ ar “ -•* n r 

(Us there a hint or lorlowra. aetaouoro.y: 1; deduce oast do coals 
. .oPijLs^nre ] ) extra P oJ “ aLe luture action on aoeu.nr) non Lnat 














nos lo w ior ii'LC, j bop t Ui. 

Cn» me uasii) or u.'UijUiitj iuloixigonce tao oov military deliveries 
to Cuba uu 1.00 constitute a substantial uireat to UL security. The 
uo c.oimmuou a uotorrent to c.r lam typos ol sux-veillunce... They 
axao coaoti iu lo evidence taat moscow, having been frustrated ixi 
Certain aircobioas, is in a moou to double its bet ratner tnan 
eu o i iiu los o es , al ie o. st on a o eieolive basis* in tnis case , 
l.oscov, nas .uovou sti’ux.gly but defensively to meet Casino's 
anxieties aoout overflights and owner intrusions, and to snore up 
nis ila^rantiy weax economy. 

These deliveries constitute, iurther: 

1. A psychological move of some power in the Canbueaxi aiia in 
the rest of Latin America... 

2. A psycnclogical move iikelyto heighten US aomestic anxiety 
v.'i tn respect to Cuba. 

o* a tes oiii^ tnrust d y mo o cow j wnicn, at cois ideracle liixahciai 
cost ai.u lurtner commitment of prestige, places oeiore us the 
question of wncxe ana now we snoula araw the line witn respect to 
u.-uGea, oauie actiori and benavior oy trie Communists in Cuoa and 
i>tu nemispncre. 

V,e face, therefore, a problem of both formulating a reaction and 
articulating it in ways designed to: diminisn tnepoiitical costs 
unuer 1 anu 2, aoove; minimize tne lixelhood of any further exten¬ 
sion of Cuban capabilities or Soviet capabilities or Soviet cap¬ 
abilities m Cuoa; and provide tne legal anapolicy basis, under 
certain contingent circumstances, for tne liquidation of commun- 

i.ii (Ju-Uca. UJ 101'Cb* 

A- Lrawm^ tne line. The ambiguities in thepuolic mind, here an., 
aoroad, about tne military meaning of tne Soviet deliveries require 
not mexeij tnat we explain v/nat tney are and wny — up to a point— 
we are prepared to regard tnem as acceptable, but tnat we also 
c -turiiy tne xinus oi installations anu capabilities emplaced 
iu cuoa Y.aich we would regard as unacceptable. The ^resident must 
consider b oih o beyond nis statement of April 20, ly61; "I want 
it clearly understood tnat tnis Government will xiot nesitate in 
meeting its primary obligations wmch ar - e to the security of our 
namonl" These deliveries, rightly or wrongly, raise tne question 
in tne public iuuq oi the security oi tne nation; anu it may, 
tnex'ui or e, be ap^.ropi'iate to j-nuicate wnat we would xxOt be prepared 
to accept witnout direct miiitai'y rlpos to . In genei'al, tnat line 
sxiouiu ue drawn at tne installation in Cuba or in Cuban waters 
oi nuclei.r weapons or delivery vehicles, sea or land based. There 
may oe other types of a au ressive instruments taat we would 'wish to 
inclaue intms definition. In audition, tnis may bo an appropriate 
occasioxx to Uxxaeriine our wiiiixi S ness to act witn ot..ers in tne 
hemisphere a 0 ainst Cuoa snouiu Castro undcx'taxe direct or ixidirect 
c ^e>s>^'^'Oxx against other Latin American nations. 
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_ f u.^u, 1— --ao -ar 7 uaiVery Our 

i'uu'o, ii.oiUui.-o xonul occurity action, 

at- tu.u C' >■ uu ti.au -s o tnis Hf^iox^nere operates 

tor u..ucr w.c Matwr.. * ^“ all p auu IBa ea. Xu 
uificroat. seto! lux - - v.ould ue pj.ixj3.ab directly 

text, u snouiu oe f lc “ ^ 01i of oressure ua us id 
U.US to use tne QCCaolOU o * m _ , is ap? 
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Y, 1 Wiurbb* lnUrix-/ 


UfcD C ^ v w f. U /-• 

fro. Wwoy. UUno brou^u X t- 


Up?) ) 


. v rlace^i'or CouLuuiot activities based 

“l tU ;l “ol’fuux'to too flpfcoiai #rt.*us la aw-ispnon* 

unless we uoiu _ _. ixt <j i u i iir.fcrvexx tieit» 
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01 11 extra-con anen tai" rnterventron. 
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oIuVIUlU. 

Uuccr <x 
bulb con 
iu bo nOb 
Cuua lo. 

*i ii u r o i ^ 

in Cu.ua 
iaV/ anu _ 

Our XIA TO allies must coue uo uudex otcaxxU^un ^ Uon Qu the 
prepared to accept syumietry oet^ut lu tl , i£ Hemisphere; 

■ Eurasian lane understanding witn Washington is tneir 

axxa tnat a coauiuoa i0 inis matter to us. 

recognition ol the seriousness oi inis 

• ,, ruba over tne weekend, alter navin^, 
lU««* b, Pres to rev « feeibacK , however. Basra tor 

Cfceii out ol it. ires x<=a , 

S *^2X ? ou ex*. 

uuciears? see Sbuu lol. . ““^ ua0 ra ra w destroy te.veU.Uo-e. 

sirut; aaas po^muix-x j 
aiscusses covert actions. 


\v 


dfc 


uai-ly a oflai.ee to say 


sasaiains-nsiii why we 


iatumay aorma^ neooiib 


oiuberirjcbU^oPur^oposal vlve proposal lor 6). 


vas working on 11 surgical 


xir plan; 


y a crxance to ^ ~ ~ SO metnirid 

ere aceeptiuo v<tiat V- ' U ". olher circumstances), thus allaying 

old (soout wnat we voux «bei^ weakness; (note parallel to 
ritxcism oi our accepta acceotxn- current opposing actions), 

lunnix^ sometiiin^ cold, w ^ this tue way, in i^t, 

.id moscow interpret it tm ^ isft COillu ituiexit to Poland)_ 

louuuituieuts feet made i ( e -d-» acc0l apli: we will act very oraveiy 

Similar to acceptance ox a i^xt ^^ de ‘ pi , e curre nt inaction: 

aou plaflurna lor oorroa. ) 

(it's interpretation of ^tlToTb s°incentives to gamble, 

reflects his paper ol a weeu eaiiifcJ. o x fallure was a motive to 

tils view was that a sense oi weakr ^ K tnO^nt odus were 

K U rase a G a«le better) or co^raeraule 

no setter tnan po jO, 1 9 11;1 iitarv loss, sire e ne would 

preslide failure—tnou^h^ ^ Wut n missiles appeared; anu h'S 

withdraw, hence, K not - i- ; ihem if confronted witn a 

expectation was tnat ne would lQr concessions by 

m b h risk ol miiioary actio , Wednesday— Saturday: 

us. K fou 0 nt streaky a & axnso ae«a, or ^ hus ^ vs 10 , 

representing J, Owen, wuen K withdrew on Sunday; 

^^rkUUpvoUVion. juar prior to that ox Jxbo ; ^ 

n did iinow of Friday ni^nt letter iridc-y^xii^ h ^ a 
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GVili rcvjo^iiu^xiUc* ii'Jii lo 


1 i-ja Dcr^aacu taut tne uisadvantn_esof an air a trine arc too c,roixt 
lor uL oc unaertame it. i n ; .ve, tnc-reloro, conduces trail, tne deduce 
plan—wane sy no ctaiio wnoliy saumiactoi y m tac couinu v,c aauu c 

...uc u uu vain assumption tnat the Gov nuc suiiu-up -a Guo* aoc. 
not aau appreciably to tnc tov auu.tj to impose uestruet-on on the 

Ij • • • . i i • 

li tins assumption be valiu—ana 1 nave nearu no compelling 
iiipumiints a 0 ti.wi it—men tnc menace to laceis not tne auuition 01 
new gov military capabilities so muen as tneir morax ana propa anua 
auvaii ta<_,e. As 1 unuerstanc it, tnc proponents oi one stride plan 
insist tnat v.nat we are lacing is a test oi wixi txiat wilt ^e 
witnesseu oy all tne worm. Unless tne UG is prepares to use 
aecisive military power, tnc worlu will lose commence in our 
strendn ana cetermination. 

jut 1 t:imm tnat—lar from establishing our moral stren^tn—we 
t.ouxc, infact, alienate a 0 reat part of tne civilises world oy Denavm* i 
ixx a manner wnolxy contrary to our traditions 
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Tne UoA need not 
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(xint_L; i,eitn~r tne Us nor the 

can toxoratc ne-xx curate deception 
part oi' any nation, large .or small 


woriu commuiii 
anuoi i ensive 


) (Suez? 


auil cannot 
re, on the 

ty oi nations 
tni'eats on . rde 


;,d no lon_ 

no j:\X L 1 Cx (J 

x e jp i a o x i i a 


^j- dive in Li, world wnere only an actual "armed attack 
oi tne UU Cnarter originally intended the phrase, 
a cuailenge to a nation s security® 


u 


(V.e no loader... wnere only the actual firing of weapons 
scuts a sUii-LCient cnalleiige to a nation's security to 
eoSviuUte maz iliiuui peril® ) 


repre 


..uclear weapons are so destructive, and ballistic missiles are 
so uYi.il t, tiiat any suss tautial increased possioiiity oi oneir 
use or an j sudden change in the nature of their threat, may 
well requiie an act of seli-delense. 

(...or any suuuen change intheir deployment may well he 
regarded as a definite threat to peace.) 


PeVertneloss American citizens have become adjusted to living 
daily on tne call's eye of Soviet missiles located insiue tne 
USSR or m cucmariues. In that sense, our danger has not been 
, .really increased, ((in pencil: im not been altered in kind 
uu t nas seen sues tantially i.ncreased®)) 

(final: In tnat sense, missiles inCuba add to an already 
clear a..d present uan to er ((third draft, 21 Oct: simply and)) 

—ditnou 0 n ii snoulu be noted that tne nations ofLatin America 
nave never previously been subjectea to a potential nuclear 

Lin w * J 

cjl ocuiut; Ann let me make it clear that it will not only 
prevent campletion of tne current offensive build-up. It 
v.iil also require tne Soviet Union to cnoose between!ighting 
tne Aue-i lean :,avy in Amciiean waters, or auanci0hin o its 
oomi 0 aLions to r.r. Gastroi. It will also have, ina comparatively 
snort txme, a proiouad effect on the military, economic and 
political underpinnings of tne Castro! regime; and it will 
do contxnutd until allmissiles and offensive bases are fo one 

i i Gdi oliciO lfoicLixCi* 

(final: deleted. ) 
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1 navu directouour military lurcuu... 

Ccconuiy, (close suiveillaiico), , to 

lurtncr military action if mat uuilu-up continued, Inrun to...- 
ana co required; 

( ( iinai: should tnese offensive military paparam;,;; 
continue, tnus mcrei'ini;, one tnreat lo tne hemisphere, 
iurtner action will be justified. i have uirecteu tin. 

Armed forces to prepare for any eventual!ties; anu I truet 
tnat in the inteiests of boon tne ouban people and the 
boviet tecluiiui aii zj at tne tii tu u , tifi u o eibnxci m to ail co 1»eei*. 1 *. . 
of con ,.inuin 0 tnis tnreat will oe recognizeu .)) 

...to include these air and amssiie bases on the tar 0 etin 0 system 
oi our atraoo^ic ana retaliatory forces; and finally, to 
re^ara any un.ssile launchea from Cuoa as an attack by the SU 
requiring a massive retaliatory response upon the SU. 

((final: It snail be the policy of tnis nation to regard 

any nuclear missive launched from Cuba against any nation 
| in tne Western hemisphere as an attack by tne SU upon 

! the US, requiring a full retaliatory response upon tne SU.)) 

i 

(contrast rich backgrounder, Oct 22. controversy, reasons, 

Oil tnis woraxn^?) 

i 

* • • 

! i am asnin^ Soviet Chairman Knrusncnev, who will snortiy be 

coming to tne meeting in'hew York, to meet with me at tne 
earliest opportunity with respect to tnis provocative throat to 
worm pec.ee aim tne relations between our two countries. 

((I call upon Cnairman K to halt and eliminate this clan- 
i destine, reckless and provocative tnreat to worlu peaces 

ana to staole relations be ween our two nations.)) 

...nut we wilm not negotiate with a gun at our neads—a &un 
theit imperils innocent Cuoans as well as Americans. Our uyword 
i is: "negotiation yes, intimidation nol 1 That is why this tnreat— 

I or any odmr tnreat wnicn is made independently or in respone 

to our blocKade —must and will bemet with determination; and 
tnereiore’, wniie any talks c o on, our forces all over tne worla 
will se alert—and the blockaae will remain. 

i (: But it is ailficuit to settle or even discuss these 

prouioms in an atmosphere of intimidation. Tnat is wny... 
nnae iiidepenuently or in response to our actions tnis wekk — 

(last u&rt aeleted).)) 

I 

Cue patn we snail never cnoose—tne patn of surmissian surrenaer 
or suomission. I tell you, therefore, tnat tnese missiles now 
in Cuoa win soneuay .,o —axid no otners will tame their place. 

I ((last sentence deleted)) 
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;|?c; ■ i.*' 'decent developments wi 


to be announced- 
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lopmeuvs < wi uxi. re&paot to ol lencivo ^chp&bfifty 
in Cuba consol tuteitne! gravest threat to th ^ s ®J^ r ityg^ ; 

cl' the Ganuuean area as well as to tne worlu. ■*1 nus*the;t cai ^ A ' 
and shoulu be aiscusseci :by tne'Security Council an usxaeasures^^^ ; f 
B- Bv .•>•••• •.-»•. . suouiu be takento avert any immeuiatedx danger^auu ■ toiind,^,;.^^- 

. $ .through ' ne^o tiatron »'|perjaanent* solution., to^t^^robien^^^..'^^ 

a: • ‘ ^ ____ 0 4./.nan'dAn" will nronose tO 


,2., Ambassador Stevenson’will propose to tne security ^Council,, 

iife^t^omorrow (?) (sio) ^resolutron-vherebyrtne .UNlwoaia-nixspaton ,*£ 

ft'wi immediately oo 3 ervation't,te'tuua to ailistrates 1 - 0 »uolW3«X88ii* 

S££ii,-Ssi.es,maintained onlthe*?territory'of-any country other than|tne|v;. 

tnree ■ major uuclear^powers• "These' observation «teams >>■*. which • * 
y>il.v’:V /would be’placed inf Cuba,xItaly, anu Turkey, wouiu insure that 

K •••». no surprise attack coulu be mounted in any of tnese countries jgjd-;. 


pending, a periuanentj.| : : .solution|to'• -the 
bases. ; y •: 


If the SU justifies tnese missile oases inCuoa as necessary 
,i» j i-i +• me, t.hat. finmitrv against iorei,a.n invasion. X reply that,!*,' 


VV-'.to guarantee tnat country against iorei 


Kh£ :y ■ • * 


.% ’ H. 

r#v . 

?*SLf '•> • 

■jfe •• ••-." • 

:vi •••'- ' • •: 
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invasion, i reply that;.*;*” 

. tnere is, infact* no such threat to Cuoa. But the US v/ouia 
a&ree, alon^ with txie other American staues, to guarantee* tne 
territorial integrity of Cuoa, and. we propose tne organization 
ana immediate aispatch. of a UN force to Cuoa, modeled on the UN 
Emergency Eorce, to efiectua^e this guarantee* But to insure the 
security of the hemisphere we must insist on tne prompt dismantling 
of' these missile sites' in Cuba'ana tne withdrawal ofall' Soviet-’;', 
military personnel# ’:-Concurrently tne US will evacuate our base 
at Guantanamo and wi Inaraw all lorces anu weapons theiefrom* 

Because oi tne daij^er oi escalation the SU * s clandestine action 
m Cuba nas eiidan^ered tne WiiOie world and demands thau we all . 
hasten the conclusion of nuclear and ^ene.al disarmament before - 
it is too iate. We caii draw .no Detter lesson from tuis experience. 
And the US stanas' ready-; to consider with tne Soviet Union■.tne ': ^^ r 
elimination of tne WATO strategic bases situated in Italy and 
Turkey axiu all otrier bases on the soil oi countries otner tnan.'|^-^ 
tne nuclear’ powers in the context of the di sarmamen tj ; t re a 11 e 


now under consideration. 


•r \ if 4 *•. 
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(another version, 20 Oct; 4* We would be prepared to implement^ 
tne phased withdrawal of all American forces from Guantanamo in 
company with the phased witnarawal of all Sov military persoruiel 
from Cuban installations and the dismantling, ol tnemissile sites, 
b. In the present state of missile tecnnology, witn its lorig- 
ran & e capaoility, foreign bases add little if anytmiigito eitner 
• Soviet or American missile potential. For tnis reason^the US 
would be KiiiiK prepared to enter into gn negotiations v/ith the SU 
looking towards tne elimination of all strategic missile bases 
maintained onforeign soil. We would be willing to’negotiate tnis 
matter eitner in tne coxxtext oi the disarmamexxt discussions 
presently going forward, or ixxaepenaently.. hote: ; 4, nna b 
oe used aiterxiatively or cumulatively. ■ — 

((Compare to: a) US ixiitiative on Turkey considered preceding 

weex to soften effect of US surpnseattacK on missiles; b) Defangin 
resolution of next ween. __ 
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no UK, 
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K, presence cun.be estaensnou ixi Cuoa witnout Soviet consent,*w 
h will pro uauly not-De*'lor incoming oelore a, Su^init^.meeting. 

Hence we must assume tnavtne case Duild-up ma.j : cu ntinue’ pending 
y^a uroad 'political settlement rescued at uie Summit.. A^ruil - -;:v 

(UK : ooservers, 'territorial intearity • “0 i •?Cuba.,^and'^. 
i^n bases.) proposed now rni^ht well’.attract^’j 


political 
■’^'VCpolitical program 
^ »evacuation oi lore! 
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